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Thank you! 
Thanks go to the Australian Women Donors Network (Women Donors) for funding this research.  
The input of CEO Julia Keady and the Board in survey planning and distribution is gratefully 
acknowledged. Women Donors and The Australian Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies 
(ACPNS) also offer special thanks to the organisations and media who helped to promote the survey 
to respondents. Finally, the frank, valuable and multiple participants who took the time to complete 
the survey and add to the sector knowledge base are particularly appreciated. Philanthropy is a 
collaborative field and the strong response to this inaugural survey underlines this fact once again. 
Katie McDonald & Dr Wendy Scaife 
The Australian Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies  
Queensland University of Technology (QUT) 
 
 
The Australian Women Donors Network (www.womendonors.org.au) 
We are an education-focussed non-profit organisation that advocates for gender-sensitive practice 
within the social investment and grant-making sector. We also advocate for a greater investment in 
women and girls. Both strategies are proven models for creating more effective social investments 
and outcomes, which ultimately create a more equitable society for all. Established in 2009, our 
growing network consists of social investors and grantmakers who value these principles and 
practices, as well as supporters from government, corporate and community sectors. We support 
and participate in the shift in global consciousness that recognises the importance of allowing 
women and men to equally create and contribute to positive social change within their 
communities. We believe that by acknowledging the socially constructed differences between 
women/girls and men/boys, and using gender analysis as a tool for intelligent inquiry, all projects 
and social investments can lead to more effective outcomes. 
Our vision is a world where women and girls are seen, heard and valued. Our mission is to: 
• Direct attention to the economic and social disadvantage of women and girls,  
both in Australia and globally; 
• Highlight the crucial role of women and girls in building stronger economies,  
families and communities; 
• Integrate a practice of gender inquiry into philanthropy so that it addresses the  
unique circumstances and specific needs of women and girls; and 
• Encourage the funding of projects that invest specifically in women and girls.  
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The Australian Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies  
The Australian Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies (ACPNS) is part of the QUT Business 
School, internationally recognised for its high-quality teaching and research. ACPNS brings together 
academics and research students with expertise in philanthropy, non-profit organisations and the 
social economy.  It produces research and offers teaching that helps bring change to the sector and 
the community. 
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Foreword  
 
To what extent is gender considered within mainstream (ungendered) grantmaking in Australia? 
What is the current level of philanthropic investment in women and girls? Is any shift in the direction 
of philanthropic spend towards women and girls likely in the coming years?  
These have all been burning questions for the Women Donors Network. The answers will not only 
help the network assess where it can do most good in the coming years, but will more importantly 
provide valuable data to the sector and continue a productive  conversation about the ways in which 
we can best apply a gender lens to improve all community investments. 
With this in mind, the Women Donors Network embarked on establishing Australia’s first 
investigation in this area, and we partnered with the pre-eminent research body The Australian 
Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies. We see this research as important and ground-
breaking, as there is currently no such data in Australia. We know that in the USA, less than 8% of 
funding has been directed to programs that specifically invest in women and girls. We also know 
through global research that women and girls are still the most disadvantaged in society and that 
they are often either marginalised or invisible in mainstream program design and delivery. 
Philanthropists seek to benefit humanity. When we give gifts, we mostly support mainstream 
projects that don't differentiate by gender, for example ‘youth’, ‘the homeless’, ‘medical research’ or 
‘the arts’. We may assume that these mainstream projects benefit the sexes equally, but sometimes 
they do not. Often, women and girls are overlooked because they lack the power, visibility or 
opportunity to voice their needs or opinions. As a result, mainstream projects can be less effective 
than they might otherwise be and philanthropic impact is lessened. Effective philanthropy 
understands the needs of women and men are different and that in order to treat them equally, 
their different circumstances must be addressed.  
The Australian Women Donors Network thanks all who participated or who are taking the time to 
peruse and learn from this research and we stand ready to provide practical assistance where we 
can. We particularly thank our Principal Partners who continue to support our work – ANZ Private, 
ANZ Trustees, Trawalla Foundation and Pratt Foundation. Our hope is to report in a few years’ time a 
very positive trend in considering gender in all giving decisions.  It is a practice worth considering.    
 
Julia Keady 
CEO, Australian Women Donors Network 
 
RESEARCH SUB-COMMITTEE 
Mary Crooks, Kristi Mansfield, Carolyn Munckton and Georgina Byron 
Directors of the Australian Women Donors Network 
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Facts in Brief 
 
• Inaugural survey 
• 100 responses – 41 individuals, 59 various foundation types 
• Nearly 5,000 grants 1(across all causes) totalling $90m in 2009–2010  
• Median grant distribution – $28,740, Median grant number – 9 
• Sample divided on whether they believe half of their grant funds reach women  
and girls 
• Much variation in actual percentage of funds allocated to target women and girls 
o 3/4 of respondents give something specifically to women and girls 
o Most give less than 20% of their funds to women and girls 
o 1/3 give at least 40% to women and girls 
• 615 (12% of all grants) went to organisations/projects specifically targeting women 
and girls 
• 124 sample projects were detailed,  
o totalling $3.5m 
o median grant size of $10,000 
o commonly for education/employment, then health 
o commonly for children/young women, then mothers 
o mostly in Australia, then Asia 
• 82% believe their grant recipients are inclusive enough of women  
• Half of the respondents said they did not target women and girls because  
they were covered in general funding  
• 10% said they couldn’t find suitable projects for women and girls 
• 32% plan to increase their funding to women and girls in the future  
• 44% will maintain their current funding to women and girls  
                                                          
1 The givers in this project include individuals and formally structured foundations.  Although terms such as funds and 
grants have clear crossover, where possible, the slightly broader terms ‘funds and funding’ are used in this report to 
emphasise the scope of activity, which in some cases goes beyond grants.  While grants may be unrestricted, most 
frequently they relate to a specific project, set conditions and a competitive process.  
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Executive summary 
What and why? The Australian Women Donors Network (Women Donors) partnered the 
Australian Centre for Philanthropy and Nonprofit Studies (ACPNS) at QUT to conduct this research. 
No studies exist on the size or sources of philanthropic giving in Australia directed intentionally 
towards the needs of women and girls. The survey aims to fill this knowledge gap and create a 
baseline for understanding trends and views in this area.  Because the survey treads some new 
ground, its findings raise questions as well as giving answers. 
 
Where else? Comparable surveys exist (e.g. in the USA and Europe) but foundation giving in 
Australia is only just starting to build an evidence base to assist its work.   
How? A 10-question survey was constructed, covering six facets: 
1. Respondent demographics (type of giver/grantmaker); 
2. Grantmaking amounts and grant numbers (overall and specifically to women and girls); 
3. Sample projects that help women and girls (to give a flavour of common areas, geographic 
focus and grant size); 
4. Opinions on inclusiveness of granting practice; 
5. Reasons behind not granting to women and girls; and 
6. Future giving intentions. 
 
Who? Encouragingly, 100 people from across the philanthropy spectrum completed the survey, 
embracing 41 individual donors and other respondents from various foundation types. Given the 
population difference, this response compares well with the 145 respondents to the USA-based 
Foundation Center’s 2009 European study (reported in 2011). The survey was designed for givers 
generally, not just those involved in giving to women and girls specifically. It is possible, though, that 
people with an interest in funding this area were more likely to participate. This potential 
oversampling may inflate the figures on funding women and girls to some degree. Also, because the 
population size of Australian philanthropists is unknown, no claims can be made that this 
information is generalizable to all Australian funders. Nonetheless, some patterns and themes 
emerge from the 100 responses. 
Key findings 
Total grants. In the 2009–2010 financial year, respondents gave nearly 5,000 grants representing 
more than $90 million across all causes, ranging in size from very small ($150) to very large ($16 
million). As a median, respondents were giving nine grants of $28,740 (i.e. half the respondents 
were lower and half were higher than these figures).     
Grants to women and girls. Respondents were equally divided on whether their grants reach 
women and girls. Nominating a percentage was hard for some, most commonly they said because 
either their funding or their record of it is not gender specific. A small number of respondents felt 
quite strongly that to allocate by one gender would be discriminatory.  
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Some 615 grants made by respondents specifically targeted women and girls (12%). This included 
grants made by five respondents who allocate funding exclusively to women and girls (however, it is 
important to note that one giving source provided 202 of these grants). More than half of 
respondents allocated 0–20% of their grants specifically to women and almost one-third gave at 
least 40% of their funds specifically to these areas. A total of 23 respondents did not allocate any 
funds to women and girls.   
Respondents who did target women and girls articulated their most common reason for doing so as 
recognising how the benefits of supporting women flowed through to their families and entire 
communities. The most common reason respondents did not target women and girls was a 
perception that both are covered in general funding.   
Sample projects snapshot More than half of the respondents took the time to give examples of 
projects benefiting women and girls. Among the 124 sample projects described, girls and young 
women were most commonly cited as special target groups, followed by mothers. Education and 
employment were the most common areas of focus, followed by health. Health received the largest 
amount of funding. Medical research had the highest average gift size (almost $180,000).  
The majority of money invested to benefit women and girls was allocated in Australia. The average 
grant size locally was also more than four times greater than that spent internationally. Of the 
funds spent internationally, Asia received the greatest amount and largest average gift size. 
The greatest number of the projects based in Australia were in Victoria; however, the most money 
went to Queensland. Western Australia had the highest average gift size; however, this finding 
reflects the small number of grants and the impact of one large gift on the overall average gift size. 
When comparing cause areas geographically, education and health were the most popular cause 
areas both in Australia and internationally, as a proportion of all projects.  
Future grants to women and girls. Notably, 76% of respondents said they were likely to 
maintain or increase their current level of investment in women and girls. No-one said they were 
going to decrease their investment. Interestingly, those who gave at least one grant specifically 
toward women and girls in the past financial year were more likely to increase their targeted 
funding, compared to those who did not grant specifically to women and girls, who were more likely 
to review their current investment. 
Some key issues raised by this research. Some respondents in this study were clearly in 
quest of a case and rationale for devoting more time to gender balance in their grantmaking and 
would consider more initiatives in this area if the tools to make it easy and economic were readily 
available. This progress would need to include ways to better identify and record giving that 
benefits women and girls. For some, the issue was not a lack of knowledge of gender-lensed 
approaches but rather a lack of suitable projects, and they called for more promotion and access to 
appropriate granting opportunities. For others, giving to women and girls was seen as a one-sided 
view of gender sensitivity and this attitude again points to the need for a balanced and well-
circulated case as the basis for a strategic sector conversation. 
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Introduction 
Survey purpose This survey investigates Australian philanthropy to women and girls.  No studies on 
this topic exist in Australia, as discussed below. To fill the gap, this survey seeks to build: 
• A baseline to track trends over time; 
• An understanding of whether donors here consider gender in their grantmaking decisions; 
• A sense of what helps or restricts such grantmaking; and  
• A picture of future intentions. 
Research is not about dry statistics. It can stimulate conversation, debate, shared attitude change 
and action.  Hopefully, this survey has some of these impacts. A few respondents in fact reported 
the research had already prompted a rethink.  
 
A data drought Why is there a data drought on this topic? Firstly, few real facts are available on 
Australian philanthropy. Unlike countries where all foundations must file annual returns, Australia 
does not – and likely will never – know the full size of its philanthropic population or contributions. 
Without a comprehensive data set, little quantitative research has been possible locally but a small 
body of qualitative information is growing. So this survey is unusual and joins embryonic work about 
distinct areas of giving, such as grantmaking for Indigenous needs (e.g. The Christensen Fund, Rio 
Tinto Aboriginal Fund and Greenstone Group 2010; Smyllie and Scaife 2010) or Mapping 
Environmental Giving in Australia (Australian Environmental Grantmakers Network 2010).   
 
Secondly, for many, gender sensitivity in grantmaking is simply not a concept that has arisen. The 
scene is changing, though, as some international sources suggest. The Foundation Center (USA) and 
the global Women’s Funding Network talk of the intensifying interest in philanthropy for and by 
women and the “growing acceptance of the idea that philanthropic investments in women and girls 
can accelerate positive change in communities” (2009). Similarly across the ocean, Mama Cash’s 
Nicky McIntyre and the European Foundation Centre’s Gerry Salole say (2011) the spotlight on the 
value of investing in women and girls has become more focused for three reasons: the gender 
equality goal’s inclusion as one of the eight Millennium Development Goals, an increasing policy 
focus by various governments and the 2010 creation of UN Women, dedicated to global gender 
equality and the empowerment of women. Whether these developments have resonated widely in 
Australia or with Australian funding sources is open to question. 
 
Survey areas.  To sketch an outline of local practices and attitudes, a brief 10-question survey was 
constructed, covering six facets: 
1. Respondent demographics (type of giver/grantmaker); 
2. Grantmaking amounts and grant numbers (overall and specifically to women and girls); 
3. Sample projects that help women and girls (to give a flavour of common areas, geographic 
focus and grant size); 
4. Opinions on inclusiveness of granting practice; 
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5. Reasons behind not granting to women and girls; and 
6. Future giving intentions. 
Method 
As an initial effort, this survey was designed primarily to be easy to complete. Hence, it was kept to 
10 questions (10–15 minutes) available online for six weeks in June/July 2011. (While the non-paper 
format may have precluded less computer literate givers, the user-convenience factor pointed to an 
online strategy.) The questions were piloted by a small group of funders to check for clarity and flow.  
The pilot group mirrored the target population.   
The survey was hosted on the QUT website under strict university ethics requirements.  
Respondents were assured of confidentiality and participants were welcome to provide their data 
anonymously. Accordingly, findings reflect aggregate data themes and no individual responses are 
identified. The research was promoted widely through sector network organisations, trustee 
companies, community foundations, family offices and industry media generated by Women 
Donors, and the survey link was sent directly to 400 donors and grantmakers. A Women Donors 
incentive prize of attendance at an event was included to encourage response and give the 
maximum data to analyse. Because it is likely that people and organisations particularly interested in 
funding women and girls would be keen to be part of this survey, an unavoidable sampling bias must 
be acknowledged. A measure of conservatism is needed in considering the funding reported as going 
into this area. 
Many opportunities were provided for people in the final survey to expand on the question options 
in their own words. Samples of this qualitative information are included in the findings to show 
people’s thinking. Data were analysed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) so 
cross-tabulation of various questions was possible. The survey questions are included as Appendix A. 
Background 
Gender differentiation in giving is a new conversation and perspective for many people. This fact is 
reflected in the mere trickle of empirical information about giving to women and girls compared 
with the oasis of data about giving by women. However, some isolated background reading is 
available. 
By way of international comparison, both Europe and the USA have undertaken some detailed 
surveys (Shah, McGill and Weisblatt 2011 ‘all foundations’ survey in Europe, and the Foundation 
Center and Women’s Funding Network 2008 survey of the network’s members [reported in 2009]). A 
key finding from the recent European survey is that foundations successfully supporting women and 
girls see critical factors as: 
• Leadership that understand gender sensitivity;  
• Ongoing professional development to build organisational capacity in this skill; and  
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• Flexible policies and practices to fit the sometimes unique needs of organisations serving 
women and girls.   
The USA report also yields interesting data. The proportion of funding allocated to women and girls 
has remained static there at 7.5% for nearly two decades. Strategic philosophies that Women’s 
Funding Network members use to boost their impact include: 
• A focus on being a catalyst;  
• Championing social change based on addressing root causes;  
• Giving of themselves beyond dollars; and  
• Educating and engaging other givers from all walks and stations in life.   
Also from the USA comes an interesting imperative for adopting more of a gender lens. Regulatory 
oversight has been proposed in at least one state because of a concern with a lack of diversity in 
foundation-giving practices. As a Foundation Center report outlines (2010), the diversity being 
monitored (and which many foundations are organically trying to inculcate anyway as good practice) 
spans race and ethnicity to gender and sexual orientation. This document discusses collecting data 
on internal foundation diversity as well as the organisations and communities supported. A W.K. 
Kellogg Foundation/Women in Philanthropy book (Capek and Mead 2006) offers some case studies 
of how a stronger diversity approach can lift grantmaking effectiveness. 
Certainly, some useful ‘how-to’ practical guides and funder toolkits exist (including locally the 
Victorian Women’s Trust’s 2009 A Gender Lens for Inclusive Philanthropy; or from the USA, 
Grantcraft’s 2004 Effective Philanthropy: Organisational Success through Deep Diversity and Gender 
Equality and Grantmaking with a Gender Lens). The related concept of gender justice and the role of 
a gender perspective in the broader context of human rights grantmaking have been canvassed by 
the International Human Rights Funders Group in New York (2010).   
Within Australia, the Sydney Women’s Fund (a sub-fund of the Sydney Community Foundation) has a 
research project in development entitled A Portrait of Women and Girls in Greater Sydney. In 2008, 
Philanthropy Australia also devoted an issue of its quarterly journal to women and giving, with useful 
background, such as a case study from the Reichstein Foundation that brings out the interplay 
between social change and women’s funding. 
What has not flowed through much to date is research on the impact on grantmaking and 
grantseeking organisations and individuals when these tools are used and a ‘gender lens’ is applied 
to grantmaking programs. The European survey (Shah, McGill and Weisblatt 2011) reports that 
success in this type of funding hinges on close attention to data and impact. It is likely more case 
studies and guides will emerge and perhaps the Australian experience can amplify such work. 
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Definitions 
Data are reported in terms of averages (means), medians and modes. The average is the sum total of 
all the data divided by the number of responses to that question. Because averages can sometimes 
be skewed by very large or very small answers (called outliers), the median sometimes provides a 
better picture of what is happening. The median is the middle value of the data set when it is 
arranged from lowest to highest value. So, half of the respondents will be below that figure and half 
will be above it. The mode is simply the most commonly occurring answer.   
The letter ‘n’ denotes the sample population – in other words, the number of people answering each 
particular question. 
 
. 
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Section 1: Demographics 
Participants 
In total, 100 people completed the survey. Respondents included: 
• 41 individual donors; 
• 12 family private ancillary funds (PAFs); 
• 12 private family trusts; 
• 7 community foundations; 
• 7 public ancillary funds; 
• 5 corporate foundations; 
• 4 sub-funds; and 
• 12 other (this included trustee companies and non-profit organisations). 
 
 
Figure 1: Type of funder (n=100) 
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Section 2:  Grantmaking amounts and grant numbers 
 
Total grantmaking – all causes  
In the 2009–2010 financial year, the 94 respondents to answer this question gave more than $90 million in grants2. 
The value of annual grants ranged widely from very small ($150) to very large ($16 million). While the average was 
just under $1 million, this figure was skewed by several very large grants. The median or halfway point at $28,740 is 
a better indicator. 
 
Table 1: Amount of grantmaking in the 2009–2010 financial year (n=94) 
Average  $967,556.95  
Median  $28,740.00  
Mode  $2,000.00  
Minimum  $150.00  
Maximum  $16,000,000.00  
Total  $90,950,353.00  
 
In total: 
• 14 respondents gave up to $1,000; 
• 21 gave  between $1,001 and $10,000; 
• 18 gave between $10,001 and $50,000; 
• 9 gave between $50,001 and $100,000; 
• 18 gave between $100,001 and $1 million; and 
• 14 gave over $1 million. 
 
                                                          
2 Philanthropy Australia estimates Australian trusts/foundations give between half to $1 billion. (2011, Philanthropy Australia 
http://www.philanthropywiki.org.au/index.php/Overview:_Statistics).  
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Figure 2: Total grantmaking in the 2009–2010 financial year (n=94)
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Figure 3: Total and average of grants by respondent type (n=94) 
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Percentage of total funds estimated to reach women and girls 
This question is about perceptions. When asked what percentage of their total grant funds they believed reached 
women and girls, respondents were equally divided on whether more or less than half their funding assisted women 
and girls. 
 
Table 2: Percentage of funds believed to reach women and girls (n=73) 
Average 56% 
Median 50% 
Mode 50% 
Minimum 0% 
Maximum 100% 
 
Figure 4 shows the range of responses, with one-third (33%) of all respondents believing that 41-60% of their grants 
reached women and girls. Some 40% believed that more than 60% of their granting dollars reached women and girls. 
 
 
Figure 4: Percentage of funds believed to reach women and girls (n=73) 
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Some of the respondent comments were: 
“Would expect on a gender equity basis 50% but have no idea.” 
“Don't know. We don't track gender-specific data.” 
“No distinction is made on the basis of gender.” 
“Main beneficiaries are orgs [sic] that do not gender specify.” 
“We don’t discriminate – all funding goes to both sexes’ projects.” 
 
Percentage of funds allocated to specifically target women and girls  
This question sought an actual figure (rather than the perceived figure in the preceding question), and it asked about 
any specific allocation to women’s and girls’ needs. Some 60 of the 83 respondents were giving at least something 
specifically to women and girls. However, the bulk of respondents, as can be seen from Figure 5, allocated in the 
range of 0–20% of their funds. Half allocated less than 14% to specifically target women and girls. This finding echoes 
the European situation where 58% of foundations allocate less than 10% of their expenditures to programs 
benefiting women and girls (2011). One-quarter of these European foundations did not designate any funding  
to women and girls. 
 
Table 3: Percentage of funds allocated to specifically target women and girls (n=83) 
Average 28% 
Median 14% 
Mode 0% 
Minimum 0% 
Maximum 100% 
 
At the upper end of the range, however, almost one-third gave at least 40% of their funds specifically to women and 
girls, with five of these respondents to the Australian survey allocating funding exclusively to women and girls.  As 
discussed in the Method section on page 10, it is possible this upper part of the graph may reflect an oversampling of 
people interested in specific women/girls funding programs. 
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Figure 5: Percentage of funds allocated specifically to women and girls (n=83) 
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Total number of grants to all cause areas 
Respondents gave a total of 4,927 grants in the 2009–2010 financial year.  While the number of grants ranged  
from one to 550, the median number of grants was nine. 
 
Table 4: Number of grants made in the 2009–2010 financial year (n=85) 
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Number of grants allocated to specifically target women and girls 
Respondents gave a total of 615 grants to organisations and/or projects that specifically targeted women and girls, 
representing 12% of the total number of grants. However, it is important to note the outlier figure here that reports 
one giving source providing 202 of these grants. The median is one grant allocated to specifically target women and 
girls. 
 
Table 5: Number of grants allocated to specifically target women and girls (n=86)3 
Average 7.15 
Median 1.00 
Mode 0 
Minimum 0 
Maximum 202 
Total 615 
 
In total, 64 respondents reported giving at least one grant to organisations and/or projects that specifically targeted 
women and girls.  
 
Section 3: Sample projects that help women and girls 
Overview  
To add some flesh to the project types funded specifically for women and girls, participants were asked to complete 
an overview of up to three such projects/programs. In total, 60 respondents completed the table, which included 
fields for the recipient organisation, project/program title, grant amount, primary focus and geographic region. 
Details were given for 124 projects, as 60 respondents provided information on one project; 40 respondents 
provided information on two projects; and 24 respondents provided information on three projects. 
 
The recipient organisations and project/program titles are reserved to maintain the confidentiality of respondents 
and their grant recipients.  
 
Some 38 people reported that they were unable to outline their projects and all elaborated on their reasons for not 
being able to do so (see samples following). The most common reasons were that they did not specifically fund 
women and girls or they did not know the details of the projects that received their funds. In a couple of cases, 
respondents did not want to describe the projects they fund for confidentiality reasons. Some of the respondent 
comments were: 
 
“We don't focus on gender-specific projects/programs.” 
“There weren't any.” 
“Don’t know the details.” 
                                                          
3 Includes 22 zero responses based on respondents’ comments. 
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“Most funds I contribute to do not disclose gender allocation.” 
 
Grant amount 
Of the 124 projects described, 116 included details of the grant amount, with a total value of $3.5 million. Grant size 
ranged from $23 to almost $1 million, with a median of $10,000. (Note, this $23 was not recorded in the earlier 
question on grant amounts where $150 was the minimum recorded.) It is interesting to see the USA research finds 
most grants in this area are less than US$10,000 (Foundation Center and Women’s Funding Network 2009). 
 
 
 
Table 6: Value of grants allocated to specifically target women and girls (n=116) 
Average  $30,560.70  
Median $10,000 
Mode  $10,000  
Minimum $23 
Maximum  $969,052  
Total  $3,545,041  
 
 
 
Figure 6: Value of grants allocated specifically to women and girls (n=116) 
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Primary focus 
Projects were coded according to up to two areas of primary focus. As such, some projects were coded twice, 
resulting in 140 valid responses. Education/employment was the most common area of focus, followed by 
health/illness/disability. 
 
 
Figure 7: Primary focus of grants allocated specifically to women and girls (n=140) 
 
 
 
Most projects did not detail a specific target group; however, some did. Again, these responses were coded in up to 
two categories, resulting in 70 valid responses. Children and young women were most commonly cited as special 
target groups, followed by mothers. This finding in part echoes the USA counterpart survey, which saw funding also 
focus on young and teenage girls and financially disadvantaged women and women of colour (Foundation Center 
and Women’s Funding Network 2009). In Australia, upcoming research by Effective Philanthropy is exploring giving 
to Indigenous women. 
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Figure 8: Primary target group of grants allocated specifically to women and girls (n=70)
 
 
Geographic region 
Geographic information was given for 114 projects. Of these: 
• 80 were based in Australia; 
• 13 in Asia (Cambodia, China, East Timor, India, Nepal, Philippines);  
• 10 in Africa (Ethiopia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Uganda); 
• 2 in the Pacific (Papua New Guinea); 
• 1 in the Middle East (Israel); and 
• 8 in multiple locations (worldwide, including Australia). 
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Figure 9: Geographic region of grants allocated specifically to women and girls (n=114) 
 
 
 
Of the 82 projects based in Australia (including two who cited multiple locations), half (41) were located in Victoria, 
13 were in New South Wales, 11 were in Queensland and another 11 were in multiple locations or Australia-wide. 
The remaining six were located in Western Australia (3), Tasmania (2) or the Northern Territory (1). While not all 
respondents chose to provide their address in the survey, of those who did, a higher proportion were from Victoria 
and this most likely has influenced the project location numbers. This geographic finding also reflects that Victoria is 
the traditional location and funding territory of many trusts. 
 
 
 
Figure 10: Australian-based grants allocated specifically to women and girls (n=82) 
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Primary focus by geographic region 
When comparing cause areas geographically, education/employment and health were the most popular  
cause areas both in Australia and internationally, as a proportion of all projects.  
 
Figure 11: Percentage of Australian and international grants allocated specifically to women and  
girls by area of focus (n=125) 
 
 
Grant amount by primary focus 
While education/employment was the most popular focus area, health received the largest amount of funding – 
almost $1.4 million. Medical research had the highest average gift size (almost $180,000). The USA survey also saw 
health receive the largest input, especially reproductive health. 
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Figure 12: Australian-based grants allocated specifically to women and girls (n=157)
 
 
Grant amount by geographic region 
The majority of money invested in women and girls was allocated in Australia. (The USA reports a similar domestic 
focus in this area in its Foundation Center/Women’s Funding Network survey 2009.) The average grant size was also 
more than four times greater than that given internationally, as Figure 13 shows. 
 
Figure 13: Total and average of grants allocated specifically to women and girls by geographic region (n=104)
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Of the funds that were given internationally, Asia received the greatest amount and largest average gift size. 
 
Figure 14: Total and average of grants allocated specifically to women and girls by international region (n=24) 
 
 
 
Internationally, funds were allocated to projects as follows (as noted, projects could be coded in up to two 
categories): 
• Asia – Education (10), Poverty (3), Housing (2), Health (2), Violence (1), Reproductive health (1),  
Rights (1) and Leadership (1); 
• The Pacific – Leadership (1), Health (1) and Education (1); 
• Africa – Health (4), Education (3) and Poverty (2); and 
• The Middle East – Health (1). 
 
While the greatest number of grants in Australia went to Victoria, the most money went to Queensland.  
Western Australia had the highest average grant size; however, this is a reflection of the small number of grants, 
whereby one large gift has a big influence on the overall average gift size. 
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Figure 15: Total and average of grants allocated specifically to women and girls by Australian states (n=68)
 
 
Grant amount by primary focus and geographic region 
Average grant size was higher in Australia than internationally in all focus areas, as shown in Figure 16.4  
 
Figure 16: Average grant size by primary focus and geographic region (n=157)
 
 
                                                          
4 Where grants were coded into two focus areas, the grant allocation was split across both areas to avoid duplication. 
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Additional project information 
Respondents were given the opportunity to make any additional comments about their granting to projects that 
specifically targeted women and girls. In total, 37 respondents commented. Some of those respondents who did  
not allocate funds specifically to women and girls reiterated that their grantmaking was not specifically targeted in 
this way.  
 
“We don't receive that many grants that are structured this way, identifying women or girls as the main or 
sole beneficiaries.” 
“Our scholarships are open to both men and women.” 
 
Some noted that they did not believe gender discrimination existed, and that targeting grants specifically to  
women and girls would be discriminatory. 
“I have not seen gender-based discrimination ... I personally think funding should be awarded on  
the basis of need not gender.” 
“This is a very biased survey [i.e. asking about women and girls versus gender-sensitive giving to both 
genders].” 
 
Those respondents who did target women and girls articulated their reasons for doing so, most commonly that they 
recognised how the benefits of supporting women could flow through to their families and entire communities. 
“Most projects involving women have proven sustainable and the benefits to the community are spread 
throughout the family, reducing poverty for around 10 other family and extended family members.” 
“I started to support women and girl specific orgs [sic] in 2011. Prior to this, my focus was more on children.  
Now, I believe one cannot help children without helping the mother.” 
“I will continue to focus on funding projects for women and girls, primarily in Australia first rather than 
overseas at this stage. I believe there are enough significant problems in our own country, especially with 
Indigenous women and girls.” 
 
Some reported rethinking their grantmaking approach after reflecting on their practices.  
“This research has highlighted to me a need to rethink my grantmaking moving forward.” 
“I am re-assessing my philanthropic activities to increase my focus on women and girls.” 
 
Others highlighted a lack of opportunities to focus on women and girls. 
“I don't think there are adequate projects dedicated specifically to women and girls and that there is not 
adequate promotion of those projects that do exist.” 
“We do not receive very many requests for gender-specific initiatives, while we are certainly open to them 
and recognise their value.” 
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Section 4:  Grant recipients’ perceptions of inclusivity  
The survey asked if funders thought their grant recipients – that is, the organisations and projects they support –  
are inclusive enough of women and girls. The majority (83%) of respondents believed that their grant recipients  
are inclusive enough of women and girls. This percentage was slightly higher for those who did not specifically  
target women and girls in the previous financial year than those who did (86% to 81%). 
 
Figure 17: Comparison of perceptions of inclusivity by those who did and those who did not specifically  
target women and girls (n=93) 
 
 
Of those who felt their grants were inclusive enough, 19 provided additional comments, which stated that they: 
• Specifically support organisations that work for women and girls; 
• Require recipient organisations to demonstrate gender equality; 
• Choose causes that apply equally to both genders; 
• Grant equitably and inclusively; 
• Provide grants to whoever needs them; and/or  
• Have no evidence to suggest their granting is not inclusive enough of women and girls. 
 
Some of the respondent comments were: 
“Inclusive yes, but catering for the specific needs of the different genders, no.” 
“I think my grant recipients are equal in their distribution of funds. However, I don't think all charities 
have an equal focus between men and women.” 
“Part of our application process is for the organisations we work with to demonstrate gender equality 
 within their programs and also within their own organisational structures.” 
81% 
86% 
0% 
10% 
20% 
30% 
40% 
50% 
60% 
70% 
80% 
90% 
100% 
Did target women and girls (n=58)  Did not target women and girls (n=35) 
Yes, Inclusive enough No, not inclusive enough 
   
 
 
30 
 
 
Of those who said that their grants were not inclusive enough, four provided additional comments, reflecting that 
they either do not specifically consider gender or do not know how their grants are distributed on a gender basis. 
 
“We just don't know. I suspect that the assumption that the benefits go equally to both sexes is wrong,  
but we have never tested it.” 
 
A further six comments were left by respondents who did not select ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to the question of whether or  
not they targeted women and girls, primarily stating they were unsure or had not thought about it. 
 
“I hope so but don't know.” 
“Never really consciously thought about it.” 
“We have no evidence to suggest otherwise.” 
“I don’t think all charities have equal focus.” 
Section 5: Reasons for not specifically targeting women and girls 
In total, 62 people responded to this question, identifying why they do not target women and girls in their 
grantmaking. (Even though the question was targeted at those who do not specifically allocate to women and girls, 
35 of the respondents actually do so, but obviously still wished to comment.) As participants were able to select 
more than one option, 80 responses were given to this question. The two groups of respondents have been 
separated (those who do and those who do not grant to women and girls). However, the only real difference 
between the two groups in their responses is that the ‘non-grantors’ find it harder to locate suitable projects. 
 
Table 7: Reasons for not specifically targeting women and girls in grantmaking (n=80) 
 All Yes – Do 
grant to 
women and 
girls 
No – Do not 
grant to 
women and 
girls 
 Women and girls are covered in our general funding, so there is no 
need to fund projects and/or organisations specifically for them 
41 22 19 
 We do not have the time and/or resources to research issues 
specifically regarding women and girls 
3 2 1 
 We don’t understand or we know very little about issues related to 
women and girls 
1 1 0 
 Women and girls are not a priority for us 1 0 1 
 We cannot find suitable projects for women and girls 8 2 6 
 Other / Comments welcome 26 16 10 
Total 80 35 27 
 
The most common reason identified was a perception that women and girls are covered in general funding. 
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Figure 18: Comparison of reasons for not specifically targeting women and girls in grantmaking (n=80) 
 
 
In total, 26 respondents left additional comments (see samples below). Those who had at least one grant specifically 
targeting women and girls in the 2009–2010 financial year stated that: 
• Some, but not all, grants specifically target women and girls; 
• Gender is a significant, but not the only, factor in grant decision-making; 
• Both genders are covered; 
• Grantmaking procedures are still being refined; 
• Women and girls are under-represented in project descriptions; and / or 
• Changing the status quo is difficult. 
 
Some of the respondent comments were: 
“Major (but not sole) factor in grantmaking decisions.” 
“We are only in our third year of funding and are still honing our procedures and applicants.” 
“I know this sentiment to be wrong but changing the status quo is difficult. It would require a determined 
campaign of awareness, education and a resource input to do the research into where our grant money 
goes.” 
 
Those who did not have at least one grant specifically targeting women and girls in the 2009–2010 financial year 
stated that: 
• They have given to women and girls in other years, just not this year; 
• Gender is a consideration but not a priority; 
• Funds go to the area of greatest need; and/or 
• While not specifically targeted, a significant number of women are beneficiaries. 
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“I tend to donate via cause not gender.” 
“We do not prioritise either women and girls or men and boys specifically and although we appreciate their 
needs are different, we don't have the resources to allocate to in-depth exploration of non-priority areas.” 
 
Section 6: Intentions for future investment in women and girls 
Notably, 76% of respondents said they were likely to maintain or increase their current level of investment in women 
and girls. No-one said they were going to decrease their investment. 
 
Interestingly, those who had given at least one grant specifically towards women and girls in the previous financial 
year were more likely to increase their targeted funding, compared to those who did not grant specifically to women 
and girls, who were more likely to review their current investment. 
 
Figure 19: Comparison of intentions for future investment in women and girls (n=99) 
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wanted to increase their granting to women and girls, it would be difficult to balance competing interests and 
resources. 
 
“Juggling everything we want to do is challenging.” 
“It is an unfortunate reality but with our resources already stretched, we do not have the capability  
to look more specifically at targeting women and girls.” 
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43% 41% 
0% 
15% 
2% 
47% 
18% 
0% 
24% 
11% 
0% 
5% 
10% 
15% 
20% 
25% 
30% 
35% 
40% 
45% 
50% 
Maintain Increase Decrease Review Not sure 
Did target women and girls (n=61) Did not target women and girls (n=38) 
   
 
 
33 
 
For some, their granting will stay the same, in part because of the nature of the trust deed or other requirements. 
“It will continue to be one of many factors considered.” 
“We are administered by a court order so things must stay the same.” 
 
Others reported actively reviewing their grantmaking and application procedures. 
“We are currently undertaking a review of our granting.” 
“We have increased our level of investment in women and girls and continue to advocate for gender equality 
within our funding partnerships.” 
“We have started asking applicants about their approach to women and girls and how their programs deal 
with their specific needs.” 
 
Conclusion 
 
Philanthropy is vibrant because of the many different passions, attitudes and experiences it represents, many of 
them forged from decades of achievement in other sectors or at the dinner table with prior generations of people 
experienced in effective giving. Predictably some of these diverse views are evident in this research.   
 
This inaugural survey has distilled a range of marketplace views on supporting women and girls. It has broadened the 
conversation and the voices participating. The 100 respondents and their different answers suggest achieving an 
awareness and good practice in funding women and girls is a journey, a continuum. Some may never wish to embark 
on this kind of travel while others are veritable guides and lamp holders along unlit trails. Most respondents are 
somewhere along the path, funding women and girls. The research reflects clear interest among some in doing more 
but pockets of concern are evident about the validity, cost, logistics and rationale of moving into more gender-aware 
grantmaking. This research raises the need to bolster the adequacy and promotion of the case for giving that takes 
gender into account, particularly the needs of women and girls. We are in ‘PITM’ territory as the SMS generation 
might phrase it – the message is: Prove It To Me.   
 
This first study is ‘line in the sand research’. The next such survey will add the dimension of trend data over time. As 
a sector, it is heartening to see more data-driven decisions being called for. Part of that data will most likely be a 
move to reinforce the proof of the value of such grantmaking: more work that measures impact, where that is 
possible and positive. Other future research that may add to this area includes more information about where an 
interaction with governments and others progressing a policy agenda for the human rights of women and girls is 
appropriate and value adds. 
 
The conversation is deepening over time. 
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Appendix A – Inaugural Survey 
 
Inaugural Survey: Mapping Australia’s Philanthropic Investment in Women and Girls 
Welcome to the Australian Women Donors Network Inaugural Survey.  
 
This is an important research initiative that will provide data on the current level of philanthropic investment in women and girls and 
the extent to which gender is recognised in mainstream grantmaking in Australia. 
 
Currently, there is no such data available for Australia, although we do know that in the USA, less than 8% of funding goes to 
programs that specifically target women and girls (Foundation Center 2008). 
 
We also know through global research that women and girls are still the most disadvantaged in society; and that they are often 
either marginalised or invisible in mainstream (ungendered) program design and delivery. 
 
The survey will be repeated from time to time to measure whether there are shifts and changes in the level of such philanthropic 
investment. 
 
The Survey consists of 10 questions and will take about 10-15 minutes to complete. To acknowledge your participation, one lucky 
participant will win a Double Pass to the Philanthropy Masterclass with philanthropist and social activist film-maker Abigail Disney 
during her visit to Australia in November 2011 (valued at $400). 
 
All responses will be treated confidentially. You may also wish to complete the survey on an anonymous basis. Responses will be 
collated and aggregated to provide an overall picture of philanthropic investment in women and girls. The survey report will be sent 
to participants as well as being available on the Australian Women Donors Network website: www.womendonors.org.au 
 
Full information on the project and how your privacy is protected is available here. 
 
The survey has been extended for 1 Week until 7 July. 
 
If you have any queries relating to the survey, please contact us by email: info@womendonors.org.au 
 
 
 
Please click 'next' to proceed to survey 
 
 
 
 
 
©?ß 58025 3727677 1
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Inaugural Survey: Mapping Australia’s Philanthropic Investment in Women and Girls 
 
 
1. What type of Funder are you? 
 
 Private Family Trust  
 Family Private Ancillary Fund  
 Corporate Foundation  
 Community Foundation  
 Public Ancillary Fund  
 Sub-Fund  
 Individual donor  
 Other   
 
 
 
2. What was the total amount of your grantmaking in the 2009-2010 Financial Year? 
 
Dollar amount   
 
 
 
 
3. Of the total amount (Q2), what percentage do you believe reached women and girls? 
 
Percentage   
 
If you don’t know, can you please specify why not?   
 
 
 
©?ß 58084 3727677,3727628 1
171858 3727677,3727628 3727637
test 78672720 30574=0,30575= 14805437
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4. Of the total amount (Q2), what percentage was allocated to organisations and/or projects which specifically targeted 
women and girls?  
 
Percentage   
 
If you don’t know, can you please specify why not?   
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Inaugural Survey: Mapping Australia’s Philanthropic Investment in Women and Girls 
 
 
5. How many grants were made within your total amount of grantmaking in the 2009-2010 Financial Year? (if none, 
please leave blank) 
 
Number of grants in total   
 
 
 
 
6. Of these grants, how many grants were allocated to organisations and/or projects which specifically targeted women 
and girls? (if none, please leave blank) 
 
Number of grants targeting women and girls   
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
©?ß 58053 3727677,3727628 1
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Inaugural Survey: Mapping Australia’s Philanthropic Investment in Women and Girls 
 
 
7. Are you able to briefly outline the kinds of projects you funded that specifically targeted women and girls? 
 
 Yes (please complete table below)  
 No (Can you please specify why?)   
 
 
 
Please outline three of the projects you funded that specifically targeted women and girls. 
 
©?ß 58057 3727677,3727628 1
171858 3727677,3727628 3735082 test 78672720
30574=0,30575= 14805437
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  Organisation receiving grant  
Project/Program title (if 
applicable)  
Grant 
amount  
Primary focus (e.g. housing, arts, 
health, etc)  
Geographic location (city, town, 
region)  
 Proj.1      
 Proj 2      
 Proj 3      
 
 
 
Would you like to make any additional comments about your granting to projects that specifically targeted women and girls? 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
Inaugural Survey: Mapping Australia’s Philanthropic Investment in Women and Girls 
 
 
8. As a funder, do you believe that your grant recipients (ie, the organisations and/or projects you support) are 
currently inclusive enough of women and girls? 
 
©?ß 58063 3727677,3727628 1
171858 3727677,3727628 3727658
test 78672720 30574=0,30575= 14805437
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Yes  No  Comments  
   
 
 
 
9. If you do not specifically target women and girls in your grantmaking, could you please specify why? (You may tick 
more than one box) 
 
 
Women and girls are covered in our general funding, so there is no need to fund projects and/or organisations specifically 
for them  
 We do not have the time and/or resources to research issues specifically regarding women and girls  
 We don’t understand or we know very little about issues related to women and girls  
 Women and girls are not a priority for us  
 We cannot find suitable projects for women and girls  
 Other / Comments welcome   
 
 
 
10. Looking to the year ahead, do you think you are likely to: 
 
Maintain your 
current level 
of investment 
in women and 
girls  
Increase your 
level of 
investment in 
women and 
girls  
Decrease 
your level of 
investment in 
women and 
girls  
Review your 
grantmaking 
to consider 
the different 
needs of 
women and 
girls  
Not sure  Other / Comments welcome  
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Thank you for taking the time to respond.  We 
appreciate the effort and we will be pleased to 
provide you with the results in the not too distant 
future. 
 
 
 
Your Contact Details 
(So we can send you a copy of the report, and for you to be in the draw to win Tickets to Abigail Disney’s Philanthropy 
Masterclass) 
 
Name of organisation   
 
Address   
 
Contact person   
 
Contact phone number   
 
Email   
 
 
 
 
Note: This information will be kept confidential. Answering this question is optional. 
 
 
 
Would you like to be added to the Australian Women Donors Network mailing list to receive our monthly e-newsletter? 
 
 Yes (If so, please complete above)  
 No  
 
 
 
Would you be interested in attending/receiving any of the following to help you/your family/your trustees understand 
gender-sensitive principles and practices in grantmaking? (You may tick more than one box) 
 
 A small guidebook  
 A workshop or seminar  
©?ß 58066 3727677,3727628 1
171858 3727677,3727628 3727673
test 78672720 30574=0,30575= 14805437
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 A private consultation  
 
 
  
 
 
 
